Increased interest in and debate in Europe and at European Union (EU) level about the potential utility of temporary and circular forms of migration is accompanied by a certain elusiveness about the meaning of these terms. This elusiveness has actually created some opportunities for EU level interactions to flesh-out the meaning of these terms and inform policy development at member state and EU level. By focusing on information gathering and the role of knowledge, the article develops a practice-based approach to analyse the relationship between research and policy, the role of the Commission and the activities of European Migration Network (EMN) in the quest for the meaning of temporary and circular migration. Information gathering and knowledge creation at EU level are shown to serve instrumental purposes by informing policy choices -based policyit is also shown that existing policy choices cast a long shadow to shape the context within which knowledge is developed (policy-based evidence-making) while information gathering and knowledge development can legitimate institutional roles, such as the Commission (policy-based institution-building).
Introduction
Could temporary and circular migration form part of the in Europe? The answer does, of course, depend on how the problem is understood. If the problem were to be understood as the tension between a need for labour migration --coupled with some public hostility to the implications of long-term settlement then temporary and circular migration may well become part of the solution. Similarly, if temporary migration could work as a development tool for sending states then there could be a with benefits for sending and destination states, as well as for migrants (GCIM, 2005; Vertovec, 2007) . In
2005, the Global Commission on International Migration (appointed by the UN Secretary General)
" temporary migrat GCIM There is, however, uncertainty about the scope for new models and approaches to deal with the crisis as it has affected the EU since 2008. Whether or not migration will occur is not one of these uncertainties; we know that it will occur in many and various forms, including in the form of various types of temporary migration. Rather, the key uncertainty is how governance systems will both shape and respond to migration to Europe and thus decisively influence the future of temporary and circular migration in Europe.
Moving from aspirations to concrete policy orientations is, of course, a key problem. Ruhs (2013) highlights a numbers versus rights trade-off that has important implications for the openness of admissions policies and the rights extended to migrants. Others view temporary and circular migration not so much as a new direction in policy, but as bearing resemblance to previous approaches to guestworker migration in the 1950s and 1960s, which for many migrants was not temporary (Castles, 2006) . The point that this article takes forward is that these solutions are highly dependent on the way in which the issues of temporary and circular migration are understood and thus on the context within which information and knowledge concerning both phenomena are gathered and formed. Information and knowledge can inform policy choices, justify existing choices and help build institutional roles.
This article shows there to be little agreement on the meaning of temporary and circular migration with significant differences between legal and policy frameworks in member states. The absence of agreed meaning and shared understanding can, however, present opportunities for efforts to create meaning and understanding. It is shown that increased political interest in whether temporary and circular migration could be potential solutions to the migration problem (as understood) has created scope for new forms of knowledge gathering and interactions at EU level. These can help to provide the evidence base for policy-making, but, drawing from earlier work on the role of knowledge in public policy, it is shown that they can also help to legitimate institutional roles and substantiate existing policy choices (Boswell, 2009) . While temporary and circular migration forms only a small part of the debate about EU migration, this case does highlight a more general tension between evidence-based policy-making and approaches that substantiate existing policy choices -based evidencelegitimate institutional roles -based institution-T and develop earlier work on the role of knowledge in the constitution of migration governance by developing a practice-based account to explore the relationship between research and policy, the role of the Commission and the European Migration Network (EMN) activities in the gathering of information and pursuit of new knowledge concerning temporary and circular migration.
The article EU
rather than the external dimension and relations with non-member states. The article does not aim to trace the impact of these EU level interactions into national legal frameworks. The difficulty would be that this is a nascent policy area and such effects would be very difficult to identify, even if they
to understand more about the context within which information gathering and knowledge development at EU level can support policy development, justify existing policy choices and support the development of institutional roles. The article, first, identifies the ambiguity that characterises debates about temporary and circular migration. The following section then locates the discussion of temporary and circular migration in the broader context of debate about labour migration. This is followed by a section on the gathering of information and creation of new knowledge that specifies a practice-based account as the basis for an exploration of the relationship between research and policy at EU level in relation to debate about temporary and circular migration. A section looking specifically at the EMN explores dimensions of practice while also identifying tensions between evidence-based policy-making, policy-based evidence-making and policy-based institution-building. The article draws from primary and secondary documentation and 14 semi-structured interviews with a range of policy actors at EU level, including officials from EU institutions, national officials, representatives of international organisations and people from think tanks.
The ambiguous meaning of temporary migration and circular migration
Temporary migration is time-limited (although the scope of temporariness can vary) while circular migration creates the possibility for entry and re-entry (although most member states do not have legal and policy frameworks for circular migration). There is increased political interest in both forms of migration. There was also agreement at EU level in 2014 on a directive covering the rights of T determine the numbers of migrants to be admitted, but does create EU standards for a rights-based framework for those that do move. The 2014 directive covers sectors such as agriculture, horticulture and tourism where migration can be seasonal and thus temporary while also circular in that migrants may return year after year. The directive covers the rights of migrant seasonal workers regarding their entry and residence and applies the principle of equal treatment to areas such as working conditions, pay, health and safety and holiday entitlement, while excluding issues such as access to unemployment benefits that fall beyond temporary, seasonal migration.
The UN defines a short-
temporary migration is the registration of residence permits. Eurostat data for 2011 show that almost 179,000 non-EU citizens received a first permit for temporary stay of between 3 and 5 months while around 648,000 received a permit for a period of up to 12 months. However, it may well be that these data show only the tip of the iceberg. For example, recent research has estimated that Moldovan and Ukrainian temporary workers alone in the EU (mostly irregular workers and many female) could amount to anything between 350,000 and 1.6 million people (di Bartolomeo, et al. 2012 ).
Circular migration is distinct from temporary migration as it has an iterative or repeat component. Stark and Bloom, 1985, Okólski 1998) . The debate is ongoing (Newland 2009 ). At the very least, it is important to recognise that circular migration/mobility is a wide concept covering all forms of multiple movements across borders (organised or spontaneous) for varying time spans, with scope for positive effects on development.
Locating temporary and circular migration
Four main strands of the literature on European and EU migration are identified in order to locate the role and place of temporary and circular migration in contemporary debates about European and EU migration policy and to highlight a relative neglect of the role played by information gathering and knowledge creation at EU level.
The first strand comprises scholarly work on migration that began to emerge in the 1990s and that seeks to capture key aspects of the migration policy process. In the early 1990s Cornelius et al (1994) observation of an empirical reality: there were systematic gaps between the declared intention of immigration policy with a focus on control and the outcomes of these policies, which were typically P of reasons and accounts developed to explore this mismatch between policy rhetoric and policy P F tendencies towards convergence in migration policy and politics in liberal democratic states.
Drawing from work on regulatory politics, Freeman argues that the concentrated beneficiaries of migration policy such as business and pro-migrant groups will have a stronger incentive to organise and thus a stronger influence on policy outcomes than the more diffuse general public with the result that migration policies will be more expansive and inclusive than would be suggested by the O F outcomes were more expansive and inclusive in terms of both numbers of migrants and rights extended to migrants than would be suggested by public attitudes. In contrast to Freeman, others developed the argument that institutional venues played a key role in shaping policy outcomes. This important insight was used, for example, to explore the role that courts at national level played in E countries such as France and Germany (Hollifield, 1992 , Guiraudon, 1998 . Two key points about this work are, first, that it emerged in the late 1990s when the institutional and policy role of the EU in the area of migration policy was very limited so not surprising the EU did not figure in these accounts and, second, in relation to temporary migration, the key insight is that decisions made venue-shopping insight to show, for example, the changing dynamics in the area of asylum policy (Kaunert and Leonard, 2012) and at how decisions made by the CJEU now impinge more directly on the management and implementation of migration policies in the member states (Acosta and
level is now more densely populated than it once was not only in terms of legal competence and the distinctions between the domestic and the international (Slaughter, 2004) .
The third strand of scholarly work seeks to locate migration in the context of the political economies of European countries and pays close attention to key organisational variables such as labour market organisation and welfare state type (Bommes and Geddes, 2000; Menz, 2008; Menz and Caviedes, 2010) . A key insight offered by this work is to show that while there is an understandable tendency to analyse the movement of migrants into particular countries, it is also highly relevant to think about the movement of migrants into particular forms of employment and welfare state given that there is significant variation across the EU. These are important background institutional variables that play a key role in shaping understandings of international migration. There are important sectoral variations in the employment patterns of migrants and gendered divisions within types of employment. The more general point that can be taken from this work on migration and political economy is that temporary and circular migration need to be related to these background institutional conditions with the result that a more general reliance on temporary work in some sectors of the economy such as food processing, agriculture and tourism creates space for temporary and circular migration. Similarly, modes of recruitment and deployment of labour are crucially important, particularly in sectors that rely on the mobilisation of temporary migration.
Finally, and more generally, temporary and circular migration are nested within a more general debate about the future of European labour markets and welfare states that are, of course, shaped by more general debate about the post-crisis EU economy and the role that could be played in it by
The fourth strand of work is the least developed, but is an area on which this article will focus to explore the scope and potential for information gathering and knowledge creation to shape policymaking at EU level. There is scholarly work analysing the role that the mobilisation and utilisation of expert knowledge can play in the policy process (Boswell, 2009; Balch, 2011) . This is particularly relevant at EU level where a politics of expertise has been seen as particularly prevalent and where key institutional actors such as the Commission have been seen to legitimate their role through the use and deployment of expert knowledge (Radaelli, 1999; Zito and Schout, 2009 ). Such knowledge can play an instrumental role in providing the basis for decision--based policyrve other functions. For example, the development of expert knowledge can help an institution to carve out a role for itself in a particular policy area and thus to legitimate this role. In addition, expert knowledge might also serve to substantiate existing policy choices (Boswell, 2009; Boswell et al, 2011) . This could mean, for example, that research expertise is mobilised and used in order to confirm or legitimate existing policy orientations.
Implications for temporary and circular migration can be extracted from each of these four approaches. First, scholars have identified expansive tendencies in European migration policies, or at least more expansive outcomes that public opinion would appear to suggest would be feasible (Hollifield, 1992; Freeman, 1995) . This has been linked to the underlying dynamics of migration politics and policy-making with a particular focus on institutional venues. It can also arise from the M EU , since the Lisbon T of migration policy, albeit with significant constraints on its role in labour migration (Acosta Arcarazo and Geddes, 2013). In short, the Ordinary Legislative Procedure (OLP) is now applied to migration and asylum with qualified majority voting in the Council, co-decision between the Council and European Parliament and full jurisdiction for the CJEU. As was also shown, it is also highly relevant to relate temporary and circular migration to more general debates about European political economy within which they are nested. This means seeking to account for variation in terms of labour market organisation and welfare state type, but also considering sectoral variation, as well as patterns of recruitment and other relevant factors such as tendencies to economic informality. Finally, it was suggested that knowledge plays a key role in migration policy, but, more particularly, as will be argued below, the perception of knowledge gaps and the pursuit of more/better data can help to drive EU action. The first three strands suggest limits to control that may well induce significant caution on the part of member states when ceding powers in this area to EU level. The latter suggests scope for EU institutions such as the Commission to use existing competencies and other methods, such as the mobilisation of expertise via networks such as the EMN in order to try to carve out a role for itself.
Gathering information and building new knowledge
The focus of this article now shifts to the fourth of these strands: information gathering and knowledge creation at EU level concerning temporary and circular migration. This is a relatively neglected area of study (although see Boswell, 2009; Boswell et al, 2011) as much scholarly work, understandably, focuses on inter-state bargaining or on the dynamics of policy and politics at member state level. There is, however, evidence of efforts to inculcate learning in the area of labour migration policy and, as will be seen, the EMN has become an EU-level venue for such learning.
More generally, the EU -and Commission in particular have long relied on the use of outside expertise to inform policy choices.
Knowing, the production of knowledge and its use can be understood as acts of participation in social learning systems grounded in social structures (Wenger, 1998: 226 (Star and Griesemer, 1989) .
While this conception of CoPs does suggest openness and pluralism, this article shows that EU level approaches continue to dominate EU discussion about labour migration and admissions policy.
The argument developed by this article focuses on how information gathering and knowledge development at EU level can substantiate policy choices made (primarily) at member state level, but can also legitimate institutional roles, in this case, the attempts by the Commission to carve out an enhanced role for itself. Reading from left to right across Table 1 allows exploration of some of the key issues that are central to any discussion of the role played by information gathering and the development of common and shared European knowledge about labour migration and, in this case, temporary and circular migration. Taking the issue of engagement, there are opportunities for joint activities and problem solving within the EMN and an emphasis through networking on the discussion and explanation of practices. Both accord with social and communicative logics.
A key issue is whether multiple perspectives can meet, particularly in relation to issues that are T not arise as a result of interaction, but that the interactions themselves are based on a particular understanding of the problem; rather than it being the quest for meaning that is structuring action it is the context of action that structures meaning. Put another way, member states may have already decided that temporary and circular migration could form part of the solution to the migration problem because they prefer flexible and mobile labour rather than migrant settlement and this understanding has then informed the context for engagement. There is now engagement around the issues of temporary and circular migration, information is being gathered and shared and some efforts are being made to develop a European understanding.
However, engagement has been strongly influenced by the idea that temporary and circular migration could form part of the solution with the quest for evidence being subsequent rather than prior to this preference. Knowledge gaps can play a role in institutional and policy development. The absence of data may inhibit evidence-based policy-making, but its absence can also create scope for institutions to legitimate their roles and for evidence-gathering to be tailored to policy choices. The I E European policy, we did that with the help of the research community in the sense that I went to various academic meetings to meet people, to talk to people. We organised seminars where we discussed drafts of papers with them, and talked to them about how things would work (Interview with representative of EU institution, June 2013).
The Commission has sought to promote engagement, imagination and co-ordination although its efforts in the by the member states who maintained their control over numbers. The Commission instead sought to develop a more vertical approach focused on particular sectors (the highly qualified, intracorporate transferees, seasonal workers). Interaction with scientific researchers was important as the Commission sought to orient itself to this policy field. The social context of interaction with C an interviewee from an EU institution:
I
-makers and academics sympathetic to doing the research that policy-makers need or being able to tell policymakers we need to do research in this area (interview with representative of EU institution, June 2013).
The research base on temporary and circular migration has developed only relatively recently with significant activity at international level, which has fed into debates amongst government, academics and civil society (Di Bartolomeo et al., 2012) . The Commission has sought to plug itself into these debates while the EMN also provides a forum for interactions. In terms of developing a
CoP there are limitations derived from the levels of expertise and turnover of members. As an NCP put it referring to the EMN: M W having some in-depth discussions about C bit of stability. T EU GAMM (CEC, 2011: 2) makes clear reference to multi-level governance when it notes that T employment sectors and occupation in order to capture another key characteristic of multi-level governance, which is the role played by private actors whether they be recruitment agencies, businesses, or individual households employing, for example, workers in agriculture and food processing.
T C C GAMM CEC
the effects of underlying migration drivers such as economic and political change by highlighting the importance of demographics and conflict, plus broader patterns of relations between states that can all shape migration. Each of these potential drivers can play a part in shaping decisions to migrate although their effects are likely to be evident through interactions. For example, there is considerable research evidence to show that income and wage inequalities are key migration drivers (Chappell, 2012) . However, declines in land productivity may exacerbate economic drivers by having negative effects on livelihoods. Similarly, the breakdown of governance systems or conflict can also lead to migration, but ability to move will be influenced by the resources (economic, social, physical) possessed by individuals.
To summarise, despite the policy debate at EU level, the substantive basis for EU level action There is still a learning and exchange process that comes with that network. There is some some groundbreaking new evidence that changes the course of policies, but that rather informs the policymakers and these people largely come from the institutions that also set (Representative of international organization, Brussels, March 2013).
The EMN is co-ordinated by the Commission (DG Home Affairs) supported by two private sector contractors that assist with the exchange of information and with the development of the technology to support interchange. The network is centred on NCPs in all EU member states (except Denmark, but including Norway) with at least three experts, one of whom is the national coordinator. These national co-ordinators are mainly from ministries of the interior and justice but also Under the heading of labour migration, 16 of these ad hoc queries have been made public. One was from the European Commission with the aim of gathering data on seasonal migration and intracorporate transferees with a clear link to proposed directives on these topics. In addition, the EMN produced a major thematic report on temporary and circular migration in 2011 that sought to map legal frameworks across the EU and effectively pinpointed the significant knowledge gaps.
To understand whether or not temporary and circular migration could be a solution and whether or not the EU can play a part depends on how the problems are understood in the first place. To which particular problem are temporary and circular migration supposed to be solutions? The most obvious is the domestic political headache for member states of continued demand for migrant labour coupled with significant anti-immigration sentiment. But, this policy headache does not mean that national governments must choose the EU level; after all, the EU could make the headache far common EU labour migration policy that ties their hands. The definition of the problem will depend on the information and knowledge that support understandings and, linked to this, the possible remedies that emerge based on these understandings. So far, the EU as an institutional venue in the area of labour migration has been seen as in that it has been used by member states to pursue domestic interests rather than H J labour migration policy is around the corner, do mean that we cannot write the EU off as irrelevant to discussion of labour migration. There is scope for social and communicative logics to develop at EU level around information gathering and the development of common knowledge that could potentially change the scope and content of EU action on labour migration. Such a shift does constitute a significant change in the content of EU action on migration. But it is not sufficient to simply show that officials meet and talk to each other, but also to explore the effects of these interactions involving member states and other actors (such as EU institutions, international organisations, think tanks, NGOs and academic researchers).
The EMN does provide significant evidence of boundary interactions, but the organizational studies literature demonstrates social and cognitive limits such as -M ,
1978
). In such circumstances, a lack of time and resources inhibits knowledge utilisation. Along similar lines, Lindblom (1959 while the decision-making focuses on instability in organizational environments with ambiguity preventing people from fully mobilising their cognitive capacities and acting rationally (Cohen, March and Olsen, 1972) . Smithson (1989) contends that the problem may be more than ignorance, although here again the emphasis is placed not on wilfulness, but on a lack of knowledge or awareness of where knowledge is located. These perspectives tend to focus on impediments to learning such as lack of time and resources. A representative of an EU institution captured quite nicely the risks of information overload:
Reading entirely all the reports is wishful thinking. We have our priorities set in terms of our because it reduces uncertainty. People may be unwilling to challenge the assumptions upon which their role and activity are based. This can take the form of a lack of reflexivity by not questioning knowledge claims and norms or a lack of justification in not demanding or providing explanations for action. These run counter to the logic of communicative rationality that involves giving reasons for actions or behaviour and seeking to justify them. A lack of substantive reasoning also means that questions can be framed in narrow ways that might even be misleading. Alvesson and Spicer (2012: 1196) write that, i -supported lack of reflexivity, substantive reasoning and justification. It entails a refusal to use intellectual resources terrain. It can provide a sense of certainty that allows organization to function smoothly. This can save the organization and its members from the frictions provoked by
To summarise, the article explored the relationship between research and policy, the role of the Commission and then looked specifically at the EMN. It was shown that even in unpromising terrain such as EU labour migration policy, definitional ambiguity and the absence of shared and agreed meaning can create new opportunities for interactions that search for shared understandings around which future alignment can occur. The EMN creates scope via its various activities for coordination via interaction and transparency via the sharing of information. The more difficult step is negotiability and the meeting of perspectives in a contested and controversial policy field. The EMN illustrates the instrumental quest for information to support policy (evidence-based policy-making) but also shows how the shadow of hierarchy cast by the member states can mean that existing policy choices shape EU action (policy-based evidence making) while new interactions at EU level create opportunities for the development of institutional roles (policy-based institution-building).
Conclusions
The article analysed the role played by information gathering and the creation of new knowledge about temporary and circular migration in the broader context of the construction of EU migration governance. It was shown that definitional ambiguity can institutional and political opportunities for actors seeking to impose their preferred meaning on temporary and circular migration as solutions T the increased interest at international level in temporary migration while the EU has also seen circular migration as a way to address domestic political problems in member states while also pursuing the so-T circular migration in the broader context of debates about European and EU labour migration while emphasising the relative neglect within this literature of the role played by information gathering E E -level solution. This point was further developed through the development of a practice-based account that sought to delineate important aspects of the relationship between research and policy at EU level, the role of the Commission in promoting dialogue that draws scientific experts into the policy process and the role of the EMN as a very focused way for member state officials to interact on migration issues. However, it was shown that pluralistic accounts of these kinds of interactions as though they were tantamount to bargaining process could neglect key and important aspects of the migration governance field at EU level. Information gathering can support evidence-based policy-making, but it has been shown that EU action can reflect or substantiate existing policy choices and thus amount to policy-based evidence making while also providing legitimacy for institutional actors seeking to expand their role (policy-based institution-making). This demonstrates the importance of the context within which knowledge about temporary and circular migration is gathered, produced and understood. 
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